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REMARKS 

Claims 1-28 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, independent claims 
1,6, 18, 23 and 26 are amended to even further distinguish over the applied references, and 
claims 3-5 are amended for consistency with amended claim 1 . No new matter is added. 
Reconsideration of this application in view of the above amendments and the following 
remarks is respectfully requested. 

I. 35 U.S.C. 8102(e) Rejection of Claim 6 

The Office Action rejects claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) over Washisu, U.S. Patent 
No. 6,704,501 . The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Washisu fails to disclose or suggest holding the blur correcting optical system at a 
specific position by supplying power to the blur correction drive unit during an entire holding 
period of the blur correction disabled state, as recited in independent claim 6. 

The Office Action asserts that Washisu discloses driving a correction lens 1202 to the 
center of a photographing optical system in the disabled state by supplying power to pitch and 
yaw motors 1206 and 1210 (allegedly corresponding to the claimed blur correction drive unit) 
and momentarily holding the correction lens 1202 at the center position in the disabled state 
before power supply to the motors 1206 and 1210 is stopped (see col. 34, lines 14-34). 
However, Washisu fails to disclose or suggest holding the blur correcting optical system at a 
specific position by supplying power to the blur correction drive unit during an entire holding 
period of the blur correction disabled state, as recited in independent claim 6. 

Thus, independent claim 6 is patentable over Washisu. Therefore, it is respectfully 
requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 

II. 35 U.S.C. 8102(b) Rejection 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-4, 6, 7, 9-1 1, 13-17 and 26-28 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) over Usui, U.S. Patent No. 5,619,293. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Usui fails to disclose or suggest (1) holding a blur correcting optical system at a 
specific position in the blur correction disabled state by supplying power during an entire 
holding period in the blur correction disabled state, as recited in independent claims 1 and 6; 
and (2) resupplving the power in the correction disabled state to move the corrector to a 
predetermined position, and resupplving the power in the correction disabled state to hold the 
corrector at the predetermined position, as recited in independent claim 26. 

With respect to (1), Usui discloses an image blur suppression device that aligns an 
image blur suppression lens with the optical axis of a photographic optical system in 
accordance with an anticipated amount of sag of supporting members (see col. 2, lines 17-21). 
Usui teaches that a centering process is performed to move an image blur suppression lens 10 
to a center position (see col. 6, lines 52-55 and col. 7, lines 14-20). The Office Action asserts 
that power is supplied to coils 14 during the centering process to move the image blur 
suppression lens 10 to the center position. That is, power is supplied to coils 14 during the 
centering process and is stopped after the image blur suppression lens 10 is centered. Thus, 
Usui fails to disclose or suggest holding a blur correcting optical system at a specific position 
in the blur correction disabled state by supplying power during an entire holding period in the 
blur correction disabled state, as recited in independent claims 1 and 6. Therefore, 
independent claims 1 and 6 are patentable over Usui. 

With respect to (2), as discussed above, the Office Action asserts that power is 
supplied to coils 14 during Usui's centering process to move the image blur suppression lens 
10 to the center position. However, power supply is stopped after the image blur suppression 
lens 10 is centered. Thus, Usui fails to disclose or suggest resupplving the power in the 
correction disabled state to move the corrector to a predetermined position, and resupplving 
the power in the correction disabled state to hold the corrector at the predetermined position, 
as recited in independent claim 26. Therefore, independent claim 26 is patentable over Usui. 
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Because claims 2-4, 7, 9-11, 13-17, 27 and 28 incorporate the features of independent 
claims 1, 6 and 26, respectively, these claims also are patentable over Usui for at least this 
reason, as well as for the additional features these claims recite. Thus, it is respectfully 
requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 

III. 35 U.S.C. S103(a) Rejection of Claim 13 

The Office Action rejects claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Washisu in view of 
Eto et al. (Eto), U.S. Patent No. 7,1 13,204. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Because claim 13 incorporates the features of claim 6, and because Eto fails to 
overcome the deficiencies of Washisu with respect to claim 6, claim 13 also is patentable 
over the combination of Washisu and Eto for at least these reasons, as well as for the 
additional features claim 13 recites. Thus, it is respectfully requested that the rejection be 
withdrawn. 

IV. 35 U.S.C. S103(a) Rejection of Claims 18-25 

The Office Action rejects claims 18-25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Washisu in 
view of Yamamoto et al. (Yamamoto), U.S. Patent No. 5,655,170. The rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

The combination of Washisu and Yamamoto fails to disclose or suggest controlling a 
corrector so as to move the corrector toward an optical axis of the photographing optical 
system and hold the corrector at a constant position during a movement of a flash device to a 
first position in the correction disabled state by supplying power to the corrector , as recited in 
independent claim 18 and similarly recited in independent claim 23. 

As discussed above, Washisu discloses driving a correction lens 1202 to the center of 
a photographing optical system in the disabled state by supplying power to pitch and yaw 
motors 1206 and 1210 (allegedly corresponding to the claimed blur correction drive unit) and 
momentarily holding the correction lens 1202 at the center position in the disabled state 
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before power supply to the motors 1206 and 1210 is stopped (see col. 34, lines 14-34). 
However, Washisu fails to disclose or suggest holding the corrector at a constant position 
during a movement of a flash device to a first position in the correction disabled state by 
su pplying power to the corrector , as recited in independent claim 18. Yamamoto, cited to 
disclose a pop-up flash device 1 3 that allegedly corresponds to the claimed movable flash 
device, fails to overcome the deficiencies of Washisu. Further, even if Washisu's apparatus 
incorporated Yamamoto's pop-up flash device 13, as proposed by the Office Action, there is 
no evidence that Washisu's apparatus would hold the corrector at a constant position during a 
movement of a flash device to a first position in the correction disabled state by supplying 
power to the corrector . Therefore, independent claims 1 8 and 23 are patentable over the 
combination of Washisu and Yamamoto. 

Because claims 19-22, 24 and 25 incorporate the features of independent claims 18 
and 23, respectively, these claims also are patentable over Washisu and Yamamoto for at least 
this reason, as well as for the additional features these claims recite. Thus, it is respectfully 
requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 
V, 35 U.S.C. S103(a) Rejections of Claims 5, 8 and 12 

The Office Action rejects claims 5 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Usui in view 
of Washisu; and rejects claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Washisu. The rejections are 
respectfully traversed. 

Because claims 5, 8 and 12 incorporate the features of claim 1, and because Washisu 
fails to overcome the deficiencies of Usui with respect to claim 1, these claims also are 
patentable over Usui and Washisu for at least these reasons, as well as for the additional 
features these claims recite. Thus, it is respectfully requested that the rejections be 
withdrawn. 
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VI. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that this application is in 
condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance of all pending 
claims are earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number set forth below. 



MAC:DRK/sxl 

Attachments: 

Petition for Extension of Time 
Request for Continued Examination 

Date: December 28, 2007 




David R. Kemeny 
Registration No. 57,241 



Oliff & BERRIDGE, PLC 
P.O. Box 19928 
Alexandria, Virginia 22320 
Telephone: (703) 836-6400 



DEPOSIT ACCOUNT USE 
AUTHORIZATION 



Please grant any extension 

necessary for entry; 
Charge any fee due to our 
Deposit Account No. 15-0461 
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